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SYNOPSIS 


We opened this investigation in February 2018 after receivi ng allegations that I _ 

Bdlieau i. i Land Mauaannnil i BLM i 

encouraged natural resource specialists to overlook regulations so they could process Applications for 
Permit to Drill more quickly, and that they should protect any staff members who choose t o over look 

1 visit by^^| to the 


regulations. The comments were alleged to have occurred during an I 


BLM 


Office. 


We did not substantiate the allegations and found no evidence to indicate 
alleged. 



made the statements as 


DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION 


We open ed this investig ation in Fe bruary 2018, aft er rece iving an anonymous complaint alleg ing that 

during visit to Office^_ 

iBureau of Land Management (BLM), 

stated that natural resource specialists (NRSs) should overlo ok regulations in order to process 
Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs) more quickly. ^Jjj| also allegedly stated “NRS staff should 
protect any staff that chooses to overlook regulations.” 


No Evidence! 


Made Statements as Alleged 


fgjihiij confirmed hedidaddress BLM employees at the^J and characterized his 

comments as overview about goals related to the timely processing of APDs. He denied 
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telling employees to overlook regulations and stated that he wants employees to know the regulations 
rather than “making up stuff.” He did not advise employees to give priority to one company over 
another regarding APDs; instead, he maintained that companies could request a particular APD be 
processed over another APD that was in process with BLM. He also affirmed his position that APDs 
must adequately conform to the Na tional Environmental Policy Act. When asked about the comment 
that employees would be protected. denied making such a statement. Instead, he said he 
encouraged employees to streamline processes and work “smarter not harder” (Attachments 1 and 2). 


was present at the meeting and recalledadvising employees to “work 
around the regulations,” followed by a clarification to stay within the parameters of the law and do 
nothing illegal (Attachment 3). 


BLM was present at the meeting and said employees were told they 

were going to be given whatever resources and technology they needed to get the job done. She said 
her impression was t hat th ey were being encouraged to find shortcuts . She did not recall the exact 

wa,B| orBLM. it. but die 

recalled employees being told they would be “protected” as they went about their duties. 

recalled a question being asked openly, “protect us from what?” She said it was then further clarified 

that employees should work within the regulations (Attachment 4). 


SUBJECT 



Bureau of Land Management 


DISPOSITION 


We are providing this report to the BLM Deputy Director for any action deemed appropriate. 

ATTACHMENTS 


1 . 

2 . 

3. 

4. 


IAR - Interview of 


LAR - Interview of 
IAR - Interview of 


dated February 21, 2018. 
inter view transcrip t, dated February 21, 2018. 

dated February 6, 2018. 

, dated May 9, 2018. 
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OFFICE OF 

INSPECTOR GENERAL 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITY REPORT 


Case Number 


OI OG 18 0347-1 


Reporting Office 

Report Date 

Energy Investigations Unit 

February 21, 2018 


Report Subject 

Interview of El 


I. Bureau of Land Management 


Office of Inspector 


On February 21, 2018, Special Agents (SA) and 

General (OIG) , U.S. D epartment of the Interior (DOI), interviewed! 

, Bureau of Land Man ageme nt (BLM), at the| 

about certain allegations made against him and 


The p urpose of t he interview was to ask 
other BLM [ i(.LT | located in the BLM 
a Garrity form. With the consent of 



Office 


was provided and signed 


the interview was captured with a digital recorder, and a 
transcript of the interview was created and is maintained with the investigative file and available for 
review. The following narrative report is not a verbatim accoimt of the interview, but rather a 
substantive summary of information provided during the inteiview. 


is currently the 


BLM a nd has been in that position 

|. Prior to his curre nt assignmentT^^E was the BLM from 

current duties include providing direction to I 
employees in furtherance of th e full “gamut” of agency responsibilities, 

including ■ - Jj , I and other dav-to-day operations of the agency. 

has worked for DOI since! 



_was asked if he was aware of any complaints coming from field staff about |_ 

management allowing oil and gas companies to proc eed wi th proposed projects w ithout first 
complying with environmental laws and regulations. acknowledged that the^^| is a very busy 
office, but he stated that he was not aware of any such complaints or issues at I 



According he is not aware of any complaints from field staff at the^ about oil and gas 

companies destroying archaeological sites; however, he has been told “generally” about such 
companies possibly trespassing on BLM lan d. He said that he was not provided any specific details of 
the potential trespasses, and understood tliat^^J was dealing with the matter. 

stated that he has not been informed by field staff that management is acquiescent to these 
tr espasses and destruction of archaeological sites, and therefore is not taking any action to hold the oil 
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and gas companies accountable under the law and regulations. He explained that he is regularly pulled 
aside by field staff and told of their concerns and issues, but this concern has never been raised to him. 


complaints from field staff that management 


When asked, said the he was not aware of a ny co 
is restricting their internal discussions (with other field staff) concerning the destruction of 
archeological sites or oil spills. 


jjgjllg also sta ted th at he is not aware of any complaints from field staff that they are being 
prohibited by manag ement to formally document the destruction of archeological sites and oil 
spills. According to he would consider the failure to document such actions as very serious and 

therefore he would strive to “get to the bottom” of such failures “ASAP.” 

^.Jj said that he is not aware of complaints that^^ manage ment i s showing preference to some oil 
companies over other companies. He noted that he talked to the^H staff about handling priorities of 
the companies. He explained how BLM typically processes applications for permits to drill (APDs) in 
a First In, First Out method, yet some companies m ay hav e higher priorities on APDs that were 
submitted after previously submitted APDs, and the staff should be cognizant of those priorities, 
if possible. 

When asked, said that he was not aware of any complaints from field staff that categorical 
exclusions are being inappropriately completed for all temporary surface pipelines, notwithstanding 
Section 106 of the National Historical Preservation Act. 

According to m| he is not aware of complaints that qualified compli ance p ersonnel are 

significantly understaffed. He explained that he regularly hears that the staff at are overworked 

and he and others in upper management are working on remedying that situation. 

During a Natural Resource Specialist (NRS) Staff meeting at the in PlJyMllPPPi 

said that he talked to the NRS staff about “being smart” when analyzing the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) requirements when processing APDs. When asked if he told the N RS staff to 
overlook regulations when processing APDs in order to expedite their approval, said that such an 
allegation was “grossly inaccurate.” He explained that he discussed with the NRS staff that BLM needs 
to determine the NEPA standards adequately, yet once that detennination is made, “we need to move 
on.” If the standards are not determined to adequately meet NEPA requirements, then BLM needs to 
move toward the next levels of NEPA analysis. 

11111 further explained that he had this discussion with NRS staff because certain NEPA documents in 
the past would exceed 3,000 pages, yet the standards to meet NEPA could have been completed in a 
far shorter document. He said that when the NEPA documents are so voluminous, the public cannot 
digest the materials. According to he believes that BLM staff sometimes create very large 
NEPA analysis documents in an attempt to make the analysis “litigation-proof.” He does not believe 
there is such a thing as a litigation-proof document because those who are interested i n suin g the 
agency will always do so, regardless of how voluminous the document. Accordingly,^^! believes it 
is more important to have “good science” in the NEPA analysis rather than voluminous, unnecessary 
documentation. 


state d that to go back to the NEPA law and actually read its contents in order to 

ensure they are “getting back to the basics” in following the law, and not just producing large 
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documents because that is the way they have done it in the past. He said he believes in “working 
smarter, not harder.” 


When asked if he has received influence from m anager s above him inside DOI to dire ct staff to 
streamline and exp edite the processing of APDs, said that he has been in BLM’s Jjj|| 
management since and lie lias said openly that his main job as an^^ is to maintain the integrity 
of the system, regardless of the policies of a new administration. In maintaining this integrity, he 
always assesses whether certain proposed actions are legal, safe, moral, ethical and “make sense.” He 
said that he has had open discussions with DOI’s current leadership and “they know where he stands” 
on these issues. 


explained that BLM is a “multiple use” agency that needs to follow regulations, yet if following 
the regulations does not “mak e sense,” then he would propose having a discussion about changing the 
nonsensical regulations. reiterated, however, that he “absolutely” did not direct NRS staff to 
overlook regulations. Indeed, he said that he regularly instructs staff to ensure they review all the 
regulations to make sure they are being followed. 

According toHJP the is fUms^ffice and has high turnover. He believes the high turnover is a 
product of lack of amenities such as hospitals, schools, and more significantly, a lack of 

affordable, adequate housing. 

When asked. said that he does not understand how the complainant interpreted his message so 
inaccurately, inasmuch as he regularly tries to go the extra mile in ensuring the staff understands what 
he is saying. He explained that he always fries to be clear when providing direction and always “checks 
for understanding,” even to the point of oftentimes asking staff to “tell me what I just said.” 


ijggH| also explained that if staff were experiencing issues such as being told to not discuss violations 
of environmental laws by their local managers, the staff would have higher levels of managers between 
them and himself that they could contact to voice then concerns. Therefore, it would not be typical for 
such concerns to reach his level. He identified the management levels between him and field staff as 

I. Notwithstanding 



these levels of management between himself and staff. 


stated that if the staff did possess such 


concerns, believes that BLM would “need to get on top of’ the concerns. He believes it to be 


veiy important for staff to be able to work in an environment where they can do then jobs and not be 
suppressed by management. 


||U said that he never imposes “quotas” on field staff because he is very “cognizant” of how quotas 
can lead to staff cutting comers to meet such quotas. He did acknowledge that BLM does need to set 
target s that they are required to relay to Congress, yet B LM wi ll ensure that their offices, including the 

iSiJ will have the staff necessary to meet those targets. then explained that he does not set these 
targets, but rather they are created by subject matter experts within BLM. 
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OFFICE OF 

INSPECTOR GENERAL 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITY REPORT 


Case Number 


18-0347 


Reporting Office 

Report Date 

Intake Management Unit 

February 6, 2018 


Report Subject 
Coordiuatiou with 



On Febmary 1. 2018. Special Agent Intake Management Unit. Office of Inspector 

General, U.S. Department of the Interior, conducted a preliminary intake phone call with | 


Ito determine his recollection of connnents made by| 
NRS meetmg. 


at the I 


l ®Pa< 


stated he recalled telling them to "work around the regulations." ^^^Hsaidthat I 
rac k peddled" and stated "within the law-- we don't want to do any thing nlesaU^^^^H adciec 
that "brags” that they are the busiest office in the country. believed^H had a reputatio n 

for doing things differently (and not right) from other offices, due to t heir opera tional tempo. 
thought that sometimes they were expected to “cut too many comers.”gave an example that 
he did not believe he had ever completed an environmental assessment, and instead, they had various 
templates from which they cut and paste. 


agr eed to be contacted again should more information be required of him. 


CONTACT INFORMATION: 
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OFFICE OF 

INSPECTOR GENERAL 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITY REPORT 


Case Number 


OI-OG 18 0347-1 


Reporting Office 

Report Date 

Energy Investigations Unit 

May 9, 2018 


Report Subject 
Interview of I 



On April 9. 2018. Special Agents (SAEnergy Investigations Unit (EIU), 
Office of Inspector G eneral (OIG), U.S. Department of the Interior (DPI), conducted a voluntar y and 
recorded interview ofl 


|. The interview was conducted at a conference room of the 
acknowledged and signed a Garrity Rights Form 


prior to the interview. 


With her consent, the interview was captured with a digital voice recorder, and the recording is 
maintained with the investigative file and available for review. The following narrative report is not a 
verbatim account of the interview, but rather a substantive s ummary o f information provided by 

during the interview. Subsequent to the interview. ^^^^Mprovided several documents 
related to her allegations. On May 4, 2018. the reporting ageiitaiia^^^^H had a brief follow-up 
discussion regarding the additional i nf ormation and documents. Where i nf ormation from those 
documents is relevant to details discussed during the interview, it is incorporated into this report to 
provide clarity. Those documents will be uploaded into the electronic case management system along 
with this report. 



On February 2, 2018. 


filed a complaint with the OIG hotline in which she made numerous 


allegations against BLM management in 




further detailed dining this interview. 
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allegations primarily concerned general mismanagement within m which resulted in violations of 
one or more policies, rules, regulations and/or laws deriving from the National Environmental 
Protection Act (NEPA), the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and the Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act of 1979 (ARPA). 


also claimed that the actions of^^| management had a chilling effect upon employees in 
that they were subject to intimidation and feared retaliation for raising legitimate environmental 
concerns or providing professional opinions about matters involving cultural or archaeological sites. 
„ said she was retaliated against for doing her job and for pointing out discrepancies and/or 

lack of action by management against industry operators as it related to violations of NEPA, NHPA, 
ARPA, a nd generally internal controls u tilized by BLM to monitor and manage archaeological sites. 

also raised concerns regarding management’s relationship to the oil and gas industry, 
drew a connection between lack of internal controls, i ncons istencies with policies and 
procedures, and a general apathy toward regulations, as well as^^J management’s relationship to 
companies such as Chevron. 


Specifically, 


alleged that: 


Chevron has destroyed several archaeological sites since September of 2017; 

Environmental accidents, such as oil and salt water disposal spills, are not documented or subject 
to proper environmental analysis/compliance; 

HjgJ is undermanned and positions are purposely filled at lower paygrades to facilitate project 
approval by imqualified employees; 

Preference is given to some companies over others; and 

Management seems more concerned about facilitating the approval and movement of industry 


projects than protecting cultural and/or arch aeological sites. 
responsible, including her direct supervisor , 

_J, and 

also noted a change in the 


held several managers 


preside ntial/exec utive administration 
Lastlv, questioned the integ rr 

early 

I—where she provides 



working atmosphere since the change in the 
of| , who 

on contract for companies such as Chevron. 



provided details relating to each complaint to investigators, some of which are interrelated 
and/or overlap as pari of a general the me of mismanagement and questionable management actions. 

All documents provided in support of her complaint and details of her interview, will be 

topically labeled and uploaded to CMS along with this report. 

According tojm^m the following archaeological sites have eitherbeen impacted, destroyed or are 
in jeopar dy of being destroyed due to ongoing Chevron projects and^^ management’s lack of 
oversight: 

Entirely destroyed due to an approximately 100 squat foot area 
(sometrmes described as a “pad” by industry) that was bull dozed and topped with what 
appeared to be caliche, or possibly dug down to caliche bedrock to create a staging area for 
future work at the location. The archeological feature that was destroyed was an identified 
“thermal feature” of an ancient fire pit. Chevron accepted responsibility for the site de structio n: 
however, certain issues arose from this incident that demonstrate, among other things, Kugu 
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lack of diligence according to I 
specifically within this report. 


allegations. These deficiencies are highlighted 



Chevron I 

A right of way, normally granted by permit, allows up to 30 feet of public land to be 
cleared, with an additional 15 feet on either side, for temporary work space. The spacemaybe 

then used for construction of a road, pipeline or transmission line, for example. To jjj§ 

knowledge, construction is currently in progress, and the ground disturbance is currently only 
about five feet from a specific archaeological (thermal) feature. 

_I: A reroute to the south of the site was established to avoid an 

archaeological feature (“resource'’). According when she visited the site, the road 

had been cleared through the area originally identified to be avoided and veiy close to the 
feature. 



|: Chevron submitted a I 

wells located on a BLM lease (lease number unknown). A 
sundry notice is a written request to perform work not covered by another type of peimit, or to 
change operations relating to a previously approved permit. Dining the construction of the 
CTB, this cultural resource was destroyed. The location for this CTB was never ent ered in to the 
Master Development Plan (MDP), application for peimit to drill (APD) in the BLM J|j| 
database, IT4RM. 

Agent’s note: The issues surroundingthe^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^Mprovided investigators with 
detailed information relating to ^Ucomplaints of mismanagement and subsequent 
archaeological damage. A more technic al explanation of each destroyed site has been documented in a 
separate report, authored by and located at Tab 13 of the electronic case file. 

According ail archaeological site, such as the one has the potential to 

yield valuable scientific data which is encapsulated in thermal features (such as a fire pit) utilized 
Native Americans for activities such as cooking or ceremonies. It may also include, as | 
does, the presence of diagnostic ceramics at the site that can be culturally affiliated with a people who 
lived throughout the southwest after the Archaic period, sometime between 600 to 2,000 years ago. 
Such sites are typically protected from destruction or, with approval, subject to scientific and technical 
testing and cataloging. This process is known as data recovery, where scientific information about a 
site is archived in federal and state repositories for later reference and understanding of the site that 
once existed at a particular location. advised that “data recovery" as a concept refers to any 

activities designed to recover the information within a site that makes it eligible for recognition under 
the NHPA. These are sites that either yield or are likely to yield important information relating to 
“prehistory” or history in a particular area. BLM must work with the New Mexico State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) and affected tribes in accordance with NHPA (and 36 CFR part 800), and 
any agreements with the SHPO. 

said there are approximately 13,000 identified cultural and/or archaeological sites in t he 
area, and many are protected from development on public lands. The site destroyed at^^j^f 
one such site identified for preservation, as it was recommended as eligible for protection 
NHPA by BLM archaeologists and the SHPO in 2013. As a result, all oil and gas projects proposed in 
the vicinity of this archaeological site can only be authorized by the BLM if the site is avoided by at 
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least 100 feet of physical (buffer) space between the protected archaeological site and the oil and gas 
infrastructure. The only other way for an oil and gas project to be approved by BLM when there is a 
protected archaeological site in the vicinity is to utilize the data recovery process. 

Thearchaeological site entirely destroyed sometime between 

2016 and September 2017 by placing a pad for constniction/staging area where the site was once 
located. The site had been the location of a thermal archeological feature that had already been 
recommended for preservation. No data recovery was conducted on this site prior to the destruction. 

learned about the destruction of the site^^^^^^B inSeptember 2017, whenl_ 

and wwrkinc^^^^^B for Chevron, came to and informed and 

that it was destroyed. ^^^^Bclaimed she dis covered th e si te was destroyed when she went to 

the area to address a frac pond spill. I I advised I I and I I that both Chevron and 

an other invo lved company, Mesquite, were sharin g responsibility for the site being destroyed. As far 
bel ieved, this w as simply opinion, but not an official conclusion of BLM. 

FurtheimoreAo^^^^^B knowledge. Mesquite has never officially accepted responsibility. This is 
one reason ^^^^Hbeheved BLM should be the inve stigating t he matter and making a final 
determina tion as to th e responsible companies. ^^B instructed ^^^^B to do a damage a ssessment 
of the site which she would be doing as a torCnevron. According to 11^1^ 11 

this was not the proper way to further investigate the matter. Additi onally, was upset that 

Chevron was commu nicating h i and 

directly to ^^^^B as a representative of BLM. 

was concerned about the unauthorized co nstruction at the | 

decided to discuss the incident with a BLMj_ 

istheresponsible BLM official that deals ' n i id ill III i pill | 

believed could alsopossibly investigate site destruction further in her role as pail of the 

environmental division of^^Hregardless of wh atever a ssessment was doing on contract 

for Chevron. However, during her discussion with^^^B about the siteoestmction, it appeared 
||J|j|U was already aware of the conc erns about the site and had been in contact with a representative 
of Chevron (possibly ) about it. From^^^^B understandin g of the events, she had 

been kept out of the loop completely. She now un derstood w hat had happened. ^^^Jhad already 
be en in con tact with Chevron, wh o then contacted who then came to the^^B office to talk 

to ^^^^^and^^^| ^^^^B essentially learned of thesite destruction in reverse order, and only 
because^^^^Bcame to the office to give her opinion. 


Agent’s /m/t’ BIBB ex P resse -d to agents that she felt like BLM she has taken 

libertiesdneto her prior BLM position and relationship with^^^Ananagement. sa *d that 

u7/cu^^^^B comesinto C/e^B office now, she basicalh^^^^^ttMwha^^J^mcl has the 
of managemenL^^^^^^isalsoaUegedtobeiii an oz/go/i/g^ B with BLM 

emplo\ . ■ who works at the BLM |_ 

.• y.-Vb ...••■ cl os e to management and may be sharing some type of information, 

unknown at this time, with 

Now site^^^^^^B^£^£l ct i° n _^^^^BjlllIlLi^ at 011 ^^^^^^^^Bshewentin the 

LeldtomsTstigatet^mattemwitliBBB and^m| another 

BLM-^B During the site visit, ^^^Btook GPS points and photoglyphs. which are still 
maintained in the^^B GIS database. She provided investigators with further information to locate if 
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necessary. She notedthe data sliouldalso be available on the Office server. 

While on site.^^^J said she. ^^^^and^^J observed that a staging construction pad was 
constructed on top of what was site^^^^^Bmmdvehicles were parked there. The area in which the 
archaeological site had been, was completed cleared and leveled. 


subsequent review of information collected on site noted that Mesquite's surface pipeline 
intersected what had been the northern portion of the established arch aeolog ical site, but she could not 
find a plat of the supposed reroute the BLM provided anywhere in the database (including a 
review of NEPA documents). She conclu ded there w as never a cultural s urvey completed for the area 
andtherefore she notified her supervisor the ^^^^^^^^^M^ftheissues she found. 

mm a ^ so told that she was not in agreemertwi^^H||^^^^^^^|. being the only 

one in contact with Chevron about the matter. let ^^■knowshe already had co llected GP S 

points and p hotos of the sta g ing pad and that there was nothi ng left of the archaeology site. | 
advisedthat cciistmctcdP 

I, as approved. ^^^Hsaid he would investigate further. 



Accordin 



p ipeline route. She expect ed lin n to d o something about the pipeline 
espiteB ; M yM' ■ ,1 : n t:ic| -.. vstem. She recalled either 

attended. 


: to dis cuss the matter. 

and 

contacted a repre sentative of Chevr on who apologized and 

admitted Chevron d estroyed t he site.^^^^^H indic ated Ch evron would remedy the situation as 
instructed by HI M noted that after the call.^^^f slannned the table, acknowledged 

Chevron was the responsible party and walked out of the meeting. 



(Agent’s note: As • 
BLM, she believes I 



the i ntertwin ing and /or personal relationships that 

share a - > 

D- 


noted within 



recalled^^^^J said^J needed to do a NEPA assessment due to the situation, because 
BLM is r equired t o analy ze the impacts to the environment due to trespasses and spills. However, 
recalled advised it was “illegal”to discuss the destroyedsite until the investigation 

was complete. This perplexed tlmwith^^^ but it was eventually agreed 

the matter would not be discussed mternally^^^U told^^J she could do the damage assessment 
as Chevr o n alrea dy admitted fault and she already documented the destr uction whi le out in the field. 
However. told her that this was a service Chevron should pay for. said she explained 

to him that she wanted the experience and thought it was a conflict of interestfor^^^^M to do the 
damage assessment and investigate the matter further. 

dining a phone 


Soon after that meeting and her discussion with^^^J ^JJB asked|_ 

conversat ion where she found a reroute for the Mesquite pip eline that i ntersectec 

sai( l ft was in the Environmental Assessment (EA).|^BB3i a ^ vlsec l her she was not able to 

determine this by the plats in theEMwhieh is one ofmany NEPA documents areinanaichive folder 
on the IT4RM online database.then told^^^^^tliat Chevron was^^^^^^^f and that 
she could not do the damage assessment as a result^^^^B was not clear wha t exactly t his meant but 
it appeared to possibly be some business dispute between the parties—although would later 

go on to do work for Chevron, after this conversation took place. 
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^H^^jadvised that she did not understand why^^^Mwashavingherdo the assessment 

andthat^^^^H would to as a 

and Mesquite lia\ e every 

constmction project rather than pursue a monetary penalty, because bot h operator s are always 
submittin g proposed projects to the BLM that c ould affect arch aeology. further advised 

that both companies participate in the^mj^^J Programmatic Agreement (PA) and 

thus are suppos ed to use t he provi ded archae ology site location data to avoid all known archaeology 
sites. However, noted to^^^^J that she had to create “re-routes” for both operators on 

several, i f not most pr ojects. She was now concerned those re-routes were not being followed. 

[AiIMsSJ explained to how she was not comfortable with re-routes as thevwereknown to not 

be an effective mitigation measure in oil fields relatedtothispart noted this 

was a primary argument utilized to establish PA in 2008. 


Aeeordinsto^^^^J about week after this phone contact with^^^^H. showed her 

letter that^^^^B(represeiitmg Chevron) forwarded him from^^^^Bsaymg she does not need to 
do a damageassessment. claimjng^^^^^ only required the site to be documented as “destroyed”, hi 
this! ^ email.| | also im plied BLM was responsible for the site being destroyed. 

The email text writing to Chevron representatives, states the following: 


"I talked 11 and she only recommends us updating documenting the 

condition of the site so it can officially be listed as destroyed. She seemed to acknowledge that 
the site was left vulnerable due to BLM approving so many projects so close to it. So, a good 
outcome for Chevron and Mesquite. I just need you to authorize me to do this work for you 
before we proceed.” 


Chevron responded via email, authorizing^^^^J to proceedEventually the emailchain made it to 

who then shared it withUmjAlarmMbv^^m assertions.then 

forwarded the corres pondence to her management. ^^^^Hsaidslie did not receive any response or 
feedback from ^^Bmanagement. Because of this, said she addressed the matter with s enior 

colleagues in tlie^^H 1 Apartm ent of BI. \ 1.and 

/ I seeking their achrce^^^^^ said she wondered i f her conversation with^^^^B could 
have bym^^^Accordmc and^H recommended 

email Chevron, copying her supervisors to inform them the matter was still under review, and BLM 

management would be making decisions about any actions to take, thus correc ting and c l arifying an y 

possible “miscom muincation” that m ay have been relayed by anyone else (i.e. r 

sent this email and provided these emails to investigators for the electronic case 

file. 


recalled that soon after this incident she began having 
who had assumed projects at 


rroblems with I 


(Chevron), 


I. He insisted on expanding 

constmction near another alllmngli^^^^B dri,ii'ii'*'d She explained that the 

agreed to meet at the site, but she said no one was there upon her arrival. She then called \ 
and he sent her to another site. After she contacted him from that site, he advised her he could not 
make it to the site after all, but that surveyors would be there. 


said no surveyors arrived. She 
did, however, meet a pipeline operator who advised he did not work for Chevron (exact identity 



unknown). The pipeline operator called 
about the site location and “demanded” 



by cell and 
elhe BLM site 


said 

location data availa 



disagreed 
e to land 
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said these (third party) 


surveyors so they could avoid the archaeological site 
surveyors did not have authorization to the archaeological sites locations, as they had not completed 
data use agreements which are required by BLM. 


According to 


each year, companies such as Chevron, pay into an archaeological research 
fund. The fund is known as a Programmatic Agreement (PA) between local and federal government 
agencies, private industry, and Native American Tribes. It is an alternative compensatory mitigation 
agreement that allows industry to pay into a research fund in lieu of doing typical survey work to 
identify and avoid archaeological sites. The contribution permits the project planners for each company 
(such as Chevron) to have access to relevant archaeological site location data for project planning 
purposes. The planners must sign data use agreements and it is not "transferable" to, for example, 
third-party surveyors. It is understood that the BLM site information will assist companies in the 
avoidance of kno wn archaeological sites. This do es not always happen, as was demonstrated with the 
destruction of the I 



The PA fund is managed by a work group which is composed of representatives from the 
ar chaeological resear ch community, the SHPO, the BLM, the Advisory Council of Historic 
Preservation (ACHP), and industry, and a representative from each of the seven Indian Tribes and 
Pueblos. Industry can use the fund voluntarily to pay a comparable amount as a traditional archaeology 
survey would cost for each proposed project. For example, industry may elect to pay $1550 to the 
archaeological research fund with then permit for an Application to Drill. This would provide 
archaeological clearance for the proposed project. The BLM keeps accurate records of funds 
contributed by indirstry and shares those records with the public. 


The funds are then used on projects decided on by the PA work group and awarded through a strict, 
competitive contracting process. This process allows for only four contractors to bid on specific task 
orders and is based upon the strict qualifications that contractors must possess to perform services 
ranging from Class III inventories, to data recovery, to the preparation of NRHP no minations and 
ethnographic studies. Signing up for the PA is voluntary and does not cost anything. does not 

know all th e account ing procedures involve d with a PA, bu t believes BLM administration staff, 
possibly handle the details. The^^^^^^J PA fact sheet will be uploaded alone with 

this report. 


(Agent’s note.told investigators that while^^^^^Mwas her supervisoratBLM, she 
encomrmed^^^^^to use PA's, bm later. a complained management 

about^^^^Kusing PA with industry because it interfered mibusiness model, winch 

is to provide specific archaeological work on contract to companies like Chevron). 


immediately let management know of the situation involving and site [_ 

when she returned from the field, and c ontinued informing them of her concern s abo ut Chevron 

s aid she als o noted to manage ment tliat ^^j was still awaiting 
the damage assessment on this site. from^^^^J. Around tins time. recalled her innnediate 

supervisor was becoming hostile toward her. in what she described as a “backhanded” and 

massive agg ressive” maimer. As an ex ample, recalled a sensitive matter involving thej” 

rigina lly took “sick” leave (in lie u of ann ual), but P 

was adv ised in an email by^^^f to code this leave 
as wliat^^H c naracter ized as “vacation time’b^^^^H does not have a copy of this email b ut 
learned this fiom^^H who showed her what^^Mwrote, somewhat apologetically. works 
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lindei HHII |01 C|Ks9] . ' .11 >' 

what s he perceived as^^^H insensitivity to her situation but received no response. She also emailed 
gjjlljin directly, suggesting that h^peak to her directly about any questions involving her Quicktime, 
mstead of emailing and^^J. 

By called forameetmgtoresolve theissues was experiencing with 

Chevron. H | recalled that on|. ~ I asked ■ - 1 and I to attend this 

meeting conference room told ag ents th ere is a log sheet related 

to signing up for the room by date/time and that it would be typical of^J^ to use this^and it is 
rossibly available for review should it be needed. said that at this meeting. told her 

_ was now claiming Chevr on was no t allowing her to proceed with documenting the site 

damagef^^^^M questioned whs* ^^^^Hwould need “permis sion" given that the site was on public 
land and BLM was requesting the worL^^M mstrueted^^^H to contact whomever she normally 
worked with at Chevron, noting that they needed someone “higher-up” to answer BLM questions. 


As^^^^f recalls, the Chevron representative ended up being an engineer or someone who is a 
coordin ator for spills, someone who had no knowledge of the incident and repeat edly stressed this to 

She said the engineer was able to locate some emails indicating was given permission 

by Chevr on to proceed with the damage assessment of the site. Completely frustrated at this point. 

recalled saying she was “pissed off' at the meeting—sensing that Chevron audB^^-Jj 

were giving BLM the runaround. She also expressed concern at the meetmg that if nothine was done 
about this particular site, they would simply continue destroying other sites. She saidB|jj|| 
admonished her for being too “emotional” about the situation, which is w hy she could not do the_ 

damage assessment (although this had not been raised before said she stood up. told|ggjgj| 

to “Do what you will” and walked out of the meeting. She advised agents that it was her job to point 
out such violations. She viewed his comments during the meeting and response to her via email, as 
evidence of retaliation. 


I wo meeting. | 

In regards t o our Chevron meeting on 
attended by 

unprofessional and un acceptable. Althou 
raising your voice and 
considered rude. 



sent the following via email: 

approximately 9:30 a.m. 
, your behavior was 
ou a r e entitled to your professional opinion, 
is not acceptable. Your behavior is 


| responded shortly after, stating: 

I apologize if my behavior was perceived as being rude. I am frustrated that time and again you 
have sided with c ontractors ov er my professional recommendations to resolve complex issues, 
hi the caseofsite^^^^^^B being entirely destroyed by Chevron, and possibly Mesquite as 

refusal to do a damage assessment and to provide misleading information to 

both Chevron and the BLM is upsetting. The fact that the BLM was made aware of the 
situation almost two months ago and nothing has been done since is also unfortunate. During 
the meeting you accused me of being unable to pursue the ARPA action for the site destruction 
because I am "too emotional" over it, and you think that the same contractor that is dragging 
their heels on this should do it instead. It is my job first and foremost to protect cultural 
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resources in the^^J and I don't think I'm able to do my job here. If you would like to discuss 
this more please let me know. 

copied^m. who never responded or addressed the issue with her directly. 
advised investigators that th e situation escalated sh ortly after this incident. She said o n this s ame date, 

die was chatting with BI.M • aiK ' told him what happened with^^J and how 

she believed she was not able to do he r job or pursue Chevron for destroying an archaeology site. She 
said soon after, she was co nfr onted who ca me out of his office angry and in her face, 

yelling at her with his handsmade into fists at his side. said she was scared, and while she 

did not recall exactlywhat^^^B said to her, it generally related to a claim she was being 
“unprofessional”, ^^^^frelayed thatshewas genuinelysurprised that she could have said anything 
to illicit such an angry response fiom^^^H She saidjoked that she need to quit caring about 
her job so much. Later that day. ^^^Hwrote her up, addressing the matter in an ema il, with an 
attached docunientof the same comments, with his signature. According to^^^^| she feared losing 
her position at She also advised investigators that o ver a pe riod of time, her oversight and 
compliance responsibilities were taken away and given to \ 


was told by I 


that he was scheduled to attend a meeting with 



Chevron in the coming days thatrelated to a newMDR^^^^H usually attended Chevron meetings 
that rel ated to project planning. She confided to ^^^Hthat she suspected management was covering 
up the^^^^^^^l site destractionand were thus intentionally keeping her out of the meeting. She 
said ^^^Hassmed her no^^^^H were invited, w hich she sai d both lie and she thought was odd. 
He also disclosed to her that^^^^^told him not to do Chevron anymore, although 

Chevron was submitting one to^^^^BThis made hi m suspici ous, according to her conversation with 
She said s hortly after tlusg^^^H approached and asked him to invite all the 

to the meeting. 

After she was invited to the meeting. emailed ■^■toonce again, inquire as to the status of 

the damage ass essmen t report that BLM was to receive trom^^^^H. responded. “I had a 

discussion with^^f recently and shemprosress o f getting tin s report to us this month”. According to 

prior to the meeting (held ). approached hertoask about the site, 

and assured her he would do whatever^^^^Jneeded to resolve the matter. advised 

she was not certain what the status was but would advise him once she knew. said 

that during the meeting.^^^^ then mstmcted^^^^^Bnotto refer to the subject of the meetmg. 

_pr oject, as a [j because MDPs attract too much 

attention from the public. told investigators that she believed it was BLM’s duty to be 

transparent and accountable. 

said that around the sam e time, she was in contact 

andf or the BL M reg ions 

She said they spoke by phone and^^^^f made ^^^^Javvare of issues she was having in the 
office, including that she was being retaliated against and being told she was not allowed to do her job. 
While she did not discuss specifics o f the Chev ron situatio n, she advised she was not able to work for 

;tagsi| as her supervisor. She advisedthat took away nearly all of her compliance work 

and other work such as research projects. 



said they discussed 
EEO complaint. However, 



attitude toward women. and^^^^J recommended she file an 
did not think that was the issue, but instead that he did not like her 
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dueto her competence on thejob.^|^^| said management seemed to prefer hiring |_ 

lHIH to do work , such as complian ce act ivities, more s uited for more expe rienced employees. One of 

these trai nees wasB I a new I | that only worked at | 

said that sheielthkethese traineesweresimply hired to sign off on things, sometimes 
million- dollar o il and gas projects. She said ^^^Htoldher she was not co mf ortable doing some of 
the work^^J required of her relating to pro]ectv^^^^| told^^JJ that in tactwas^ 

violating state prot ocols as outlin ed by the State H istoric Preservation Office (SHPOjof^^^^^^M, 
which indicates has be a^^Jor above to do compliance work. J^^Jsaidshe 

could tell this made^^^^Hneivous. 

expressed her desire to to th^^^^f office to get outofwhatshe d escribed a s a 

“hostile work environment ” and also because she still wanted I I i inml 

Intel •'■M hci tha t 

had contacted managementm^^Btoadvise them they were req uired to re port and or take 

action o n issues^^^^| brought to their attent ion. She w as a lso re questing transfer to the 

^ J office due to her comjdamtvHowever. said ^Hmanagement never discussed the 

su bstance of her com plaints to (which were relayed tci^^^H). or the possibil ity of working 

said that is when she realized “all of this went much higher" tlian^H and she 
felt she no options but to find a new job. She also said at this time, she stopped taking her concerns to 
management, instead keeping all co mmuni cations with^H supervisors brief. 


hei she learned that v 

meeting with Chevron and she was invited. She was then invited by^^J to an mtema^nl^pr^ 
meeti ng prior the schedule d meeting with Chevr on. The internal meeting took place on^^H^^B, 

J and was attend ed 1 They then had a meeting the following day 

■'mmsmm 111 w l nc h Chevron representative were present, to discuss site damage and or data 

recovery^^^^^^Qecorded those conversations and later provided them to OIG for review and 
satekeeping^^^^H described both meetings as awkward and possibly “just for show,” to simply 
give mana gement th e opportunity to give Chevron a pass, not holding them accountable for ARPA 
violations. provided a general summary of the two conversations, to include the names of 

those present and the substance of the meetings. Th at summa ry will be uploaded along with this report 
and m ai ntained in OIG 's case management system .^^^^Hnoted that in 

jejij no damage assessment foi |^^^^| had been received : 

hi her contacts with expressed disappointment and concern witli^^ management, 

advising in essence that they seemed too concerned with work ing with industry versus serving the 
public. She recalled on one occasion during an office meeting^^^Mmade sine to point out to 
emplo yees that it costs Lucid (a midstream company) about each mile of pipeline laid 

down. said that for some reasomhefelt it was “important” for employees to know that. She 

did not question why he mentioned it. also said^^J w r as for example, telling new 

employees that the regulations were “out of date”. 


advised that Categorical Exclusions are being completed for all temporary surface pipelines. 
Previously these were being analyzed under the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)/NEPA and 
were documented and made available to the specialists and the public. The use of categorical 
exclusion s means projects are not routed to specialists for review and compliance with regulations. 

said she only discovered this through a casual work conversatio n and was upset because 
those particular projects are still subject to NHPA section 106 compliance 
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said she does not trust that compliance is actually being completed for cultural resources or in 
protection of the environment. She said she is not even convinced these pipelines are necessaxily 
“temporary”. She does not think BLM is documenting spills in these areas either. 

said things have changed in the last six months, the timefr ame incorporating most of her 
complaints. As she recalled, things changed for the worse, w hen the I 

I She noted to investigators that the issues 

she rais ed to invest igators would not have happened before or gone on lo ng without n otice. F 
advised^^^^^H are supposed to turn work in to BLM within 30 days. anticipated report 

on^^^^^HTisstill pending, more than six months after the site destruction. 

Notin g the general change in atmosphere, recalled an all-hands meeting in the I 

whichB LM, ca me to speak to employ ees. 

BLM was also there, as were^^^J m||y saic 

employees were told they were going to be given whatever they needed to get the job done, to include 
unlimited resources and technology. She said her impression wasthat theywere bemg encouraged to 
find shortcuts. She did not recall the exa ct wording, or if it was 01 but employees were 

told they would be which asked us from what ?" 

She said it was then further clarified by management they did want employees to work within 
regulations. 

told agents that there are several other individuals who work or have worked in^J that 
could provide valuable information. That contact information will be uploaded into the electronic case 
mana gement system along with this report. She in cluded, in addition to those alr eady noted within this 
report.^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^1 within division, as w ell as 

advised^^^Jalso seived as the^^^|| 

|, who ac cordi ng to understanding, reported concerns he wa s having 

aboutmanagement to the^H office (possibly to^^^B directly). She said as a result.] 
took h is respons ibilities away from him, which included wilting the | 

which said had not been updated since the late 1990’s.III I I I.. i in 

did not know 

further details about what he might have reported to the state office, but believes^^^H will be 
rec eptive to meet ing with OIG investigato rs t o discuss further. She a lso provided contact in formation 
for who and 
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Memorandum 


To: 


From: 


Re: 





Brian Steed, Deputy Director 
Bureau of Land Management 

Mary L. Kendall 
Deputy Inspector Gene 


Report of Investigation — Alleged Willful Violation of Regulations by BLM 
Official 

Case File No. OI-OG-18-0347-1 



We investigated allegations that | 

Bureau of Land Management (BLM), encouraged natural resource 
specialists (NRSs) to overlook regulations so they could process Applications for Permit to Drill 
more quickly, and that NRS staff should protect staff m embers who ch oose to overlook regulations. 
The comments were alleged to have occurred during visit by^^flto the BLM 

lOffice. 


We did not substantiate the allegations and found no evidence to indicate| 
statements as alleged. 


Imade the 


We are providing the attached report of investigation to you for your information. We 
intend to publish the results of this investigation on our website, in redacted or summary form, 
within 30 days from the date of this memor andum. If you have any questions, nlease conta ct 
|Special Agent in Charge.l 



Attachment 

cc: William Woody, Director 

Office of Law Enforcement and Security 



Internal Affairs, Office of Law Enforcement and Security 



Office of Law Enforcement and Security 


Office of Inspector General | Washington, DC 







